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Prayer for Christian Unity, without controve rsV or considera- 
tion of the rights or wrongs of particular schemes of union, is the 
purpose of the annual observance of the Week of \Prayer for 
Christian Unity and the Church Unity Octave, whichever title 
be preferred, from January rSth to 25th, which we again com- | 
Ine nd to our readers. It is most desirable that this week of 
prayer should be w idely observed, for it takes us back.to the 
Source of all our desire fog unity and to the Foundation on which 
all. our efforts. towards unity must be built, to-eur Lord Jesus 
Christ Himself. ‘ Our self-willed attempts to reconcile all 
religions, ... or to unite all Christians in one vague undenomina- 
tional society,” says the writer of /guipoise, begin at the 
wrong end by mixing and combining what is man-made, rather 
than by secking the Source... . To find the way to unity, whether 
inward or outward, we must go to God.” That, surely, is a truth 
which cannot be over-emphasized, and greatly needs to be 
emphasized, at the present time. 


But, it may be said, we have been praying so long, is it not 
time we did something ? Such a question overlooks the fact that 
in praying we are doing something—if our prayers are real 
prayers and not a mere empty inattentive repetition of words— 
doing the most effective thing we can do by trying to bring our 
human wills more closely mto conformity to the will of God. 
Or it may be said, we have been praying so long and we do not 
seem to be any nearer unity, is it worth while going on? Such 
a question rises from our human impatience. To quote again 
from Equipoise, ‘* Our Lord was wont to say from time to time, 

‘Mine hour is not yet come’. It is His answer, much oftener 
than we like to realize, to our importunate prayers. Yet we 
_know that He likes us to continue importunate, for He has told 
us so; and the answer which sounds so disappointing to our 
impatient ears is always a promise as well as a delay."’ So it is 
worth while to persevere in our prayers for Christian ,zunity, even 
though there may seem to be little evident. result from them. 
In fact, we believe, there are results, such as the increased and 
increasing desire for unity shown, for instance, in the recent 
correspondence in The Times to which we referred last month. 
And such desire is making us ready to receive the gift of unity 
when it shall please God to give it us. We must learn to be 
patient in prayer as well as importunate. 

To help us in both our public and private prayers literature 
has been prepared by the Week of Prayer_for Christian Unity 
Committee, which is obtaffable on application to Lord Halifax 
House, 6 Hyde Park Gate, London, S.W. 7, and also by the 
Church Unity Octave Council, which may be had on application 
to the Honorary Secretary of the Council, Mr. R. L. Elderton, 
.Egdean, Fittleworth, Sussex. In each case a contribution, 
anything from a few pence upwards, should be enclosed with the 
application, to help towards the heavy costs of printing and 


distribution. And it might be.a salutary exercise for all of us to 


read, or read again, during the week the little book, “ great in 
its theme, great in its treatment of the theme, and great in insight 
and charity,’ from which we have quoted, Eguipoitse: A Tenta- 


tive Introduction to the Study of Unity, by F; Cruttwell Blomfield, : 


which has much to teach us. 
For those who live in or neaF London a meeting has been 
arranged to be held at the Central Hall, Westminster, at 6 p.m. 


on Thursday, January 19, 1950. The Chairman will be the Lord ~ 


Bishop of Exeter, and the speakers the Rev. Dom Aelred Graham, 
_ O.S.B. (Roman Catholic), the Rev. Fr. Raynes, C.R. (Church of 
England), and the Rev. D. Langridge (Congregationalist). It is 
hoped that this meeting will be well supported: 3 : 
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NORTH INDIA 


The documents which, in addition to the Book of Common - 
Prayer, are the foundations of this article, are * The Round 
Table Conference on Church Union in North India and Pakistan,”’ 

“ The Proposed Basis of Negotiation’’ and * The Suggested 
Constitution of the United Church’’. All are dated 1948 and 
should be read in conjunction: with * The Proposed Scheme of 


Church Union in South India 1947. 


Anyone trying to understand the meaning and effect of these 
published proposals for union in North India is faced continually 
by the difficulty that sentence after sentence is constructed so 


that it avoids saying things which any of the contracting parties ~ 


would be compelled to deny, and uses expressions which each can 
interpret according to its own ideas. Probably the wisest course 
for Anglicans is to read the proposals against the background of 
the Book of Common Prayer, which, as we must confess, was 
also drawn‘up in language calculated to make it possible for both 
Catholics and Protestants to use it. When-this is done, the result 
is startling for it will be seen that the little expressions and 
phrases which make it possible for Catholics to-use the Prayer 
Book, and indeed claim that it has preserved the Catholic heritage 
of the historic Ecclesia Anglicana, have all been watered down 
so much that the Church of North India, if it accepts these 
proposals, will have become no more than another Protestant 
schism. 

An illustration of this unifying principle occurs in the substitu- 
tion of the word °° presbyter for “ priest’ throughout the 
proposals. The term ~ presbyter is completely innocuous ; 
Catholics, with New Testament phraseology in their minds, 
cannot say that it is heretical. But why should it be used exclu- 


sively ?. The Prayer Book uses “priest; why. not, sometimes 


at least, use the word to which Anglicans are accustomed ? There 
can only be one answer. “ Priest’’ carries with it assumptions 
of authority and of sacrifice which Protestants’ deny. For 
them to accept the title ° * priest!” ’ would be to open the door to 


' doctrines of the Real Presence and the Eucharist which they 


repudiate. Therefore they will have:none of it, and a neutral 
title must be found. It is ready to hand in * Presbyter "’ which 
Anglicans, at the moment, may intrepret as meaning exactly the 
same thing. But, in the future, who can doubt that this change 
of term will be interpreted as proof that the new body does not. 
teach the catholic doctrines of the Real Presence and the Euchar- 
istic sacrifice, but merely a commemoration before men of the 


~ fact of Calvary Men will say, We rejected the term priests 


because we did not believe what was called the catholic doctrine 
of the Eucharist,” and it would not be possible to refute 
them. 
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BAPTISM AND CONFIRMATION 


There is hardly a section in the proposals which deals in any 
way with controversial subjects where this veiling of the true 
meaning has not been resorted to in order to hide a movement 
away from catholic faith or practice. Consider Baptism. It is 
stated that it is a means of grace through which God works in us. 
Of course it is. But the Prayer Book declares that it is a means 
universally necessary to salvation, and that the work that God 
does for us through it is to “ regenerate’’ us. The proposed 
statement is unexceptionable so far as it goes, but how very much 
. Anglicans have lost! The statement that “ Christ, plainly 
teaches that in following His appointed way of salvation there 
should be definite acts of reception into the family of God”’ and 
the Sacrament of Baptism is a means “ instituted by Him for 
that purpose’”’ are quite true. But “should be’’ is a very 
inadequate way of paraphrasing our Lord’s “ Except ye be 
baptized ... ye cannot enter ’’. The emphasis which the Prayer 
Book places on “ necessity ’’’ has gone and with it all reference to 


regeneration. We are not dealing with the catholic doctrine of 

Baptism. 
Turning to Confirmation we find that it has barely a reference. 

The Church position is very clear. *‘ There shall be none ad- 

mitted to Holy Communion until such time as he be confirmed, | 


or be ready and desirous to be confirmed.’’ By thus making 
Confirmation a necessary preliminary to Holy Communion the 
Church of England at least equates it with the sacraments and 
talls into line with the whole of catholic christendom, It is not 
mentioned anywhere by name in the proposals, but there is 
provision for a service of ** admission to full membership in the 
Church ”’ which shall include a profession of faith and purpose to 
serve and follow Christ, together with °\ prayer for them that they 
may be strengthened by the Holy Spirit and may receive His 
manifold gifts of grace’’. The familiar ring of those words 
| obscures the fact that the service may have no formal sacramental 

‘matter.”’ at-all, or that according to the custom of at least one 
of the uniting churches, it may be a friendly handshake. 

Penance, in any recognizable form, is entirely absent, although 
it is stated that amongst other things ._presbyters are called and 
~ commissioned by God “to declare His message of pardon to 
penitent sinners’. But the authority to “ pronounce” that 
pardon is passed 01 over in silence. 


THE Hoty COMMUNION 


The Prayer Book teaching about the Blessed Sacrament is 


exceedingly clear. It was given to us by our Lord ‘ * for the © 
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continual remembrance of the sacrifice’ of His death and_ for 
the benefits which we receive thereby. The thing signified by 
the outward signs which we see and taste and handle are * the 
Body and Blood*of Christ which are verily and indeed [given] 
taken and received’. The effect of reception is that we 
are united to our Saviour so that ° ‘we dwell in Him and He 
in us’ 

All this 1S replacell by the following : ‘* The uniting churches 
believe that Holy Communion is a means of grace through which 


_ God works in us . —. that in following His appointed way of 


salvation there should be continued acts of fellowship with Him 
in His family. Holy Communion is a means instituted by Him 


_ for this purpose.’’ Only presbyters may celebrate it, and it shall 


be administered with unfailing use of Christ's words of institution 
and of the elements ordained by Him. It is not the usual custom 
for either protestants or presbyterians to use real wine. Some 
use unfermented grape juice, some steep raisins in water for some 
hours. Though they call these liquids wine, they are not. -There- 
fore the wording of the last clause is deceptive. By‘ presbyters ”’ 
are meant all who are now accepted as such in the different 
Communions, although most of them have not received episcopal 
ordination, for it is agreed that “ from tRe beginning of the union 
every bishop and every presbyter of the united church may 
celebrate the Holy Communion in any church of the Church ”’ 
But even more serious than these important details is the utter 
inadequacy of the doctrine of the sacrament. There is no affirma- 
tion of our Lord’s Presence, no statement of our union with Him 
by means of it, and no suggestion of its sacrificial aspect. 

Space forbids the further exposition of this theme. ~The 
inadequacy of the conception of the ministry, the provisions 
which make women preachers possible, the careful arrangement 
whereby communion with non-episcopal bodies is continued, can 
only be mentioned. But surely enough has been said to make 
clear that, whatever the new church might be, it could not be 
claimed as an integral part of the holy, catholic, and apostolic. 
Church. 


A Sorry SCHEME 


But, we have no doubt, it will be argued that in the foregojng 
exposition it is forgotten that the underlying principle is that 
all the uniting churches bring into the union their own traditions. 
That was said very deliberately in the South India scheme.. 
‘Each church in separation has borne special witness to certain 
elements of the truth; therefore for the perfecting of the whole 
body, the heritage of each is needed. Each, maintaining the 
continuity of its own life will be enriched by the gifts and graces 
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of the others.’’ _ But nothing of the kind is said in North India. 
This scheme of reunion contains what the churches agree, and 
it is inevitable that, if adopted, it will eventually be regarded 
as the standard for judging permissible doctrine. 

Now apply the phrase of South India, ~ each church in separa- 
tion has borne witness to certain elements of the truth "', to the 
proposals under review. What has the Church of India, Burma, 
and Ceylon contributed to this sorry scheme for a brave new 
church? The protestant communions have for a long time felt 
the need for an executive officer possessing more authority than 
an annually elected president. They see in the episcopal system 
something which exactly suits their purpose ; bishops, or rather 
archpresbyters, primi inter pares because elected by the church, 
whose powers are yery, carefully defined and circumscribed by a 
written constitution. hat they are willing to accept from 
Anglicans, but in doing so they most carefully explain that they 
do not accept any. theory of apostolic appointment or succession, 
and most emphatically they reject the suggestions that episcopal 
consecration or ordination are necessary for valid sacraments. 
Protestants bring triumphantly into the scheme all their peculiar 
points of view—the sacraments as badges of a Christian man's 
faith and as tokens of brotherly love, the priesthood of the laity 
(taking up far more space in the scheme than that of the pres- 
byterate), the careful hedging around of the exercise of executive 
authority with rules and regulations, the provisions which permit 


individuals to deny clauses of the creeds, and congregations to 


refuse to recite them at all. It is difficult to think of any attitude 
which has marked the faith and practice of protestants for which 
careful provision has not been made. On the other hand, Anglicans 


jettison everything which is distinctive of the catholic interpreta- 
tion of faith and order as it is preserved for us in the Prayer Book, 


except the bare fact of episcopacy. But episcopacy exists to 
guard and proclaim the catholic and apostolic faith and to 
guarantee the validity of the sacraments through which our Lord 
applies to us the salvation He won for us on Calvary. Apart from 
the authority it derives from its unbroken succession from the 
Apostles and the duties it is intended to fulfil, it is no more than 


a not very effective invention of human ingenuity. If this union. 


is consummated in North India on the published terms, Anglicans 
will have lost everything and the other parties to the scheme will 
have gained nothing, save numbers. A union brought about on 
the basis of the highest common denominator of faith and 
practice of all the contracting parties would be a poor thing. 
But this scheme is worse than that. It represents the highest 
common denominator of the protestant bodies concerned with 
it. All that is truly Anglican is omitted. ‘The scheme is worse, 


far worse, than the one achieved in South India. 
Darr. 


> 
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THE APPROACH TO REUNION — 
(Concluded) 


This was not the only serious modification. The 1920 statement 
of the Quadrilateral itself was worded so differently from that of 
ISS8S as to mean something capable of quite different interpreta- 
tion. For example, the third “ side’ of the Chicago Quadri- 
lateral had been “ The two sacraments, Baptism and the Supper 
of the Lord, mintstered with unfailing use of Christ's words of — 
institution and of the eleme nts ordained hy Him”’. The 1920 state- 
ment substituted for this “ The divinely instituted sacraments of 
Baptism and Holy Communion, as expressing for all the corporate 
life of the whole fellowship in and with Christ ’’, which is so vague 


‘that it could include almost anything called Baptism and Holy 


Communion, whether or not they bore. any relationship to the 
words and elements of the Sacraments as we know them._ There 
have been many sects claiming Divine authority for strange 
rites of the Sacraments. A similar vaguenéss is seen in the 1920 
attitude to the fourth side, the Episcopal ministry. For this was 
substituted © a ministry acknowledged by every part of the Church 
as possessing not only the inward call of the ‘Spirit, but also the 
commission of Christ and the authofity of the whole body ’’, 
which is so vague as to be hardly worth saying. It is true that 
the 1930 Conference returned to the more precise phrase—** The 
Historic Episcopate,’’ but they could not resist an element of 
vagueness, for they added at once that this did not mean that 
anyone should be required to believe why the Historic Episcopate 
was essential. In other words it was another piece of Humpty- 
Dumptyism—* It doesn’t matter what sort of ministry you have, 
provided you call it Episcopacy.”’ 

The real difference between the original statement of the 
Quadrilateral and subsequent ones is that the first said in effect, 

’ This is the essential four-sided foundation upon which, and only | 
upon which, we believe a true united Catholic Church can be 
raised "’, the others said in effect, ““Something like this four-: 
sided figure is the roof under which we might include as many 
versions of Christianity as we can’’. But anyone knows that 
there is all the difference in the world between a foundation and 
a roof. One is a starting point, the other is a finishing point, and 
the various discussions on reunion since 1920 illustrate the length 
of the gap between the two. In all these discussions the expres- 


sion * ‘ Lambeth Quadrilateral "" occurs sooner or later, and no- 


one ever seems to ask “ Which’one?"’ The differences between 
the original American statement and successiv e Lambeth ones 
are usually covered by some such phrase as ** the sli ghtly different 
forms adopted by subsequent Lambeth Conferences "’, and yet 


these differences have opened the door to very serious differences 
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whic have already ide. themselves apparent. example, 
the ~ Basis of Union” of the Churcly of South India looks very 
like the Lambeth Quadrilateral of 1g20 or 1930, and yet the 
actual union efiected was such that the Church of South India is 
not in communion with the Anglican Church ; which means that 
those Anglicans who joined it have left the Anglican Communion, 
The difference is really one of approach to the whole question of 
reunion. You can beheve either that the Unity of the Church — 
and with it the whole Faith and Order of the Church— is some- 
thing which was once given and received; or vou ean believe that 
there never has been one chureh and onefatth:~ If you believe 
the former, it follows that you see reunion as a return to ~ the 
principles of unity exempliied by the undivided Catholic Church 
during the first ages of its existence . This was the approach of 
the American Episcopal Church in i886, and it was encouraging 
to see that the American Episcopal Church reattirmed this at the 
Lambeth Conference of 1948, though their remarks on the subjects 
of the Holy Scriptures and the Creeds are not free from that 
vagueness which has been characteristic_of all statements of the 
Quadrilateral since ISSS.) But if you believe that there is no 
‘yviven "' unity of the Church, and. that the unity of the first 
thousand years of Christendom was simply due to chance or some 
such cause, then it follows that vour approach to unity will be 
not one of return to anything, but of amalgamation of all possible 
versions of Christianity under the roof of some thing called 
Seriptures, Creeds, Sacraments, Episcopacy ; jall the 
holding ditterent views about these four things, but no one worry- 
Ine about that proyv ile d the ‘Vv call them by those four hamMes. It 
does not need much thought to see that there is hardly anything 
in common between these two approas hes, and in the light of the 
ditterence between them, successrve statements of the Lambeth 
Quadrilateral reveal some startling modifications. 
Perhaps the word © Quadrilateral” was a bad choice in the 
first place; perhaps Square” would have been better. For 
a quadrilateral is simply any four-sided figure, and it can be 
pushed into an endless variety of shapes arid still be a quadri- 
lateral with the same sides. but a square cannot be altered 
without its ceasing to be a square. : 
L. F..Cuapp. 
Communications for the Editor and Annual Subscriptions to 
Fatth and Unity, which may commence at any time (minimum 
subscription, post free, four shillings a year), should be sent to the 
Secretary, C.D.C.P., 6 Perth Road, Beckenham, Kent, England. 


Receipts for amounts under ten shillings will be enclosed with the 
next issue after the subscription has been received. 


Printed at the Church Army Press, Cowley, Oxford 6990 | 


- 


